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The Giant Monopole Resonance in Pb isotopes
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The extraction of the nuclear incompressibility from the isoscalar giant monopole resonance
(GMR) measurements is analysed. Both pairing and mutually enhanced magicity (MEM) effects
play a role in the shift of the GMR energy between the doubly closed shell 208Pb nucleus and other
Pb isotopes. Pairing effects are microscopically predicted whereas the MEM effect is phenomeno-
logically evaluated. Accurate measurements of the GMR in open-shell Pb isotopes are called for.
PACS numbers: 21.10.Re,24.30.Cz,21.60.Jz
I. INTRODUCTION
It has been recently shown, using the Tin isotopic
chain, that pairing has an effect on the nuclear incom-
pressibility [1, 2]. In Ref. [1], including pairing effects
in the description of the isoscalar giant monopole reso-
nance (GMR) allows to explain part of the so-called Sn
softness [3, 4]: pairing decreases the predicted centroid
of the GMR, located at ∼ 16 MeV, by few hundreds of
keV. In Ref. [2] an explicit decreasing correlation is found
between the nuclei incompressibility, obtained from the
energy of the GMR, and the magnitude of the pairing
gap.
With the recent advent of accurate microscopic models
in the pairing channel, such as fully self-consistent Quasi-
particle Random Phase Approximation (QRPA) [1, 5], it
is now possible to predict the GMR position with accu-
racy and to study small but non-negligible effects such
as pairing. Using a microscopic approach is crucial: the
GMR is mainly built from particle-hole configurations lo-
cated far from the Fermi level, where pairing do not play
a major role. However giant resonances are known to be
very collective [6] and pairing can still have a sizable ef-
fect on the GMR properties: around 10 % on the centroid
[2], which is the level of accuracy of present analysis on
the extraction of K∞ [7, 8].
Experimentally, the measurement of the GMR on an
isotopic chain facilitates the study of superfluidity on the
GMR properties [3], and the possibility to measure the
GMR in unstable nuclei emphasizes this feature [9]. It
is therefore necessary to go towards the measurement of
the GMR on several nuclei, such as an isotopic chain.
The overused method of precise GMR measurements in
a single nucleus, such as 208Pb, may not be the relevant
approach. Other nuclei have been used such as 90Zr and
144Sm. Indeed when considering the available GMR data
from which the K∞ value has been extracted,
208Pb is
stiffer than the Sn, Zr and Sm nuclei: K∞ is about 20
MeV larger, both in non-relativistic and in relativistic
approaches [7, 8]. The question may not be ”why Tin are
so soft ?”[4] but rather ”why 208Pb is so stiff ?”. Also
recent results in Cadmium isotopes confirm that open-
shell nuclei provide a value of K∞ which is lower than
the one extracted from 208Pb [10].
It should be underlined that it is not possible to de-
scribe the GMR both in Pb and in other open-shell nuclei
with the same functional [2]. This is valid both for non
relativistic and relativistic calculations. In Ref. [2], it
has been shown how pairing effects play a role in the
Sn isotopic chain: the energy of the GMR is increased
for doubly magic 132Sn, due to the vanishing of pairing
in this nuclei. The aim of the present work is to look
for a possible similar effect in the Pb isotopic chain. In-
deed 204,206Pb nuclei are stable, but almost all the ex-
perimental efforts in the past decades were devoted to
the measurement of the GMR in 208Pb. It would be
interesting to perform accurate GMR measurement on
open-shell 204,206Pb nuclei by inelastic alpha scattering
in direct kinematics.
Even with the inclusion of pairing effects, the SLy4
functional [11], which accurately describes the GMR in
208Pb, is still overestimating the GMR in Sn isotopes
(see Fig. 1 of Ref. [2]). Hence an additional shell ef-
fect is at work, to explain the discreapency of the ex-
tracted K∞ values between
208Pb and Sn isotopes: the
SLy4 (K∞=230 MeV) [11] functional allows to describe
the 208Pb GMR whereas the SkM* (K∞=215 MeV) [12]
functional is in agreement with the Sn data.
The puzzle of the stiffness of 208Pb may come from its
doubly magic behaviour: a possible explanation is that
the experimental EGMR data is especially increased in
the case of doubly magic nuclei, as observed in 208Pb
compared to the GMR data available in other nuclei
(such as in the Tin isotopic chain). This difficulty to
describe with a single functional both doubly magic and
other nuclei has already been observed on the masses,
namely the so-called ”mutually enhancement magicity”
(MEM), described in Ref. [13, 14]: functionals designed
to describe masses of open-shell nuclei cannot predict the
masses of doubly magic nuclei such as 132Sn and 208Pb,
which are systematically more bound that predicted. In
order to evaluate the MEM effect, it may be necessary
to take into account quadrupole correlation effects due
to the flatness of the mean-field potential for open-shell
nuclei [15]. The incompressibility being related to the
second derivative of the energy with respect to the den-
sity, it would be useful to find a way to predict the GMR
2beyond QRPA by taking into account quadrupole cor-
relations. However such a microscopic approach is far
beyond the scope of the present work.
Therefore the MEM effect shall be phenomenologically
evaluated by using a functional which describes well the
GMR in 208Pb (SLy4), and in the case of open-shell Pb
isotopes, a functional (SkM*) which describes well the
GMR in open shell nuclei, such as Sn isotopes. The aim
is to predict a value of the GMR centroid in the Pb iso-
topic chain which could be useful to compare with exper-
imental data.
II. CONSTRAINED
HARTREE-FOCK-BOGOLIUBOV
CALCULATIONS
In order to consider pairing effects on the GMR, it
is necessary to use a fully microscopic method including
an accurate pairing approach. We use the constrained
Hartree-Fock method, extended to the Bogoliubov pair-
ing treatment (CHFB) [2, 16]. It should be noted that
the extension of the CHF method to the CHFB case has
been recently demonstrated in Ref. [16]. The CHF(B)
method has the advantage to very precisely predict the
centroid of the GMR using the m−1 sumrule [17, 18].
The whole residual interaction (including spin-orbit and
Coulomb terms) is taken into account and this method
is by construction the best to predict the GMR centroid
[18]. Introducing the monopole operator Qˆ as a con-
straint :
Hˆcons = Hˆ + λQˆ (1)
with
Qˆ =
A∑
i=1
r2i , (2)
the m−1 value is obtained from the derivative of the
mean value of this operator:
m−1 = −
1
2
[
∂
∂λ
〈Qˆ〉
]
λ=0
(3)
The m1 sumrule is extracted from the double commu-
tator using the Thouless theorem [19]:
m1 =
2~2
A
〈r2〉 (4)
Finally the GMR centroid is given by
EGMR=
√
m1/m−1. All details on the CHF(B)
method can be found in [7, 16, 17].
The present work uses the HFB approach in coordinate
space [20] with Skyrme functionals and a zero-range sur-
face pairing interaction:
Vpair = V0
[
1−
(
ρ(r)
ρ0
)]
δ (r1 − r2) (5)
This interaction is known to describe a large variety of
pairing effects in nuclei [21]. The magnitude of the pair-
ing interaction V0 is taken as -735 MeV.fm
−1 for SLy4
and -700 MeV.fm−1 for SkM*: it is adjusted so to de-
scribe the trend of the neutron pairing gap Pb isotopes.
The single quasiparticle spectrum is considered until 60
MeV. Previous CHFB calculations in Sn isotopes are de-
scribed in Ref. [2].
III. RESULTS
Fig. 1 displays the GMR energy (times A1/3 to cor-
rect for the slow lowering of the GMR with the nu-
clear mass [6]) for 204−212Pb nuclei obtained from mi-
croscopic CHFB predictions using two functionals: SLy4
[11] (K∞=230 MeV, which describes well the
208Pb GMR
data), and SkM* [12] (K∞=215 MeV, which describes
well the open-shell GMR data such as Tin isotopes). As
expected the GMR energy is predicted higher in the SLy4
case than in the SkM* case. For both interactions, the
striking feature of Fig. 1 is the increase of the GMR cen-
troid located at the doubly magic 208Pb nucleus. This
indicates that pairing effects should be considered to de-
scribe the behaviour of nuclear incompressibility, and
that vanishing of pairing make the nuclei stiffer to com-
press, confirming our previous statement on the stiffness
of 132Sn compared to open-shell Sn isotopes [2]. Pairing
effects (CHFB calculations) decrease the centroid of the
GMR as observed in open-shell Pb isotopes, compared to
208Pb. This confirms again the results of [1, 2] in the Tin
data, and show that the effect of pairing on the GMR
may be universal.
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FIG. 1: Excitations energies of the GMR (times A1/3) in
204−212Pb isotopes calculated with constrained HFB method
and the SLy4 and SkM* interactions
3We now study the hypothesis that both pairing and
MEM effects are contributing to the GMR position when
comparing open-shell nuclei with doubly magic ones.
Pairing effects are treated microscopically, using the
CHFB approach, as described above. However there is
no present model to take microscopically into account
the MEM effect on the GMR centroid. It should be
noted that the MEM effect is not well understood yet
in the case of nuclear masses. Nevertheless its effect on
the GMR can be evaluated phenomenologically by calcu-
lating the predicted position of the GMR centroid with
SLy4 in the 208Pb case, and with SkM* in the open-shell
204,206,210,212Pb nuclei: SkM* allows for a good descrip-
tion of the GMR in open-shell nuclei such as the Tin iso-
topes, where the MEM effect is at work. As stated above,
the GMR position predicted with SLy4 is in agreement
with the measurements on 208Pb, but for open-shell nu-
clei, a functional with lower incompressibility should be
used, as showed by the previous analysis on Sn [2] and
Cd isotopes [10]. We therefore use SkM* for open-shell
Pb isotopes. The aim is to provide values of the GMR in
the Pb isotopes to be compared with measurements.
Fig. 2 displays the predicted energy of the GMR for
204−212Pb. The solid lines corresponds to CHFB calcu-
lations using the SLy4 functional: it displays the pairing
effect on the GMR. The dashed line corresponds to the
CHFB calculations using the SLy4 functional for 208Pb
and the SkM* functional for open-shell Pb isotopes: it
takes into account both pairing and MEM effects. One
observes that the main contribution of the increase of
the GMR centroid for 208Pb comes from the MEM ef-
fect. However pairing effects still induce a decrease of
the GMR centroid for open-shell Pb isotopes. We expect
measurements on 204Pb and 206Pb to be compared with
the values displayed on Fig. 2 in order to test both the
pairing and MEM effects on the GMR centroid.
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FIG. 2: Excitations energies of the GMR in 204−212Pb iso-
topes calculated with constrained HFB method, taking into
account the MEM effect (see text). The experimental data is
taken from Ref. [22]
It should be noted that the GMR has been measured
in 206Pb several decades ago [23], providing a centroid
value of 14.0 ± 0.3 MeV. Therefore no deviation is found
with respect to 208Pb. However this measurement has
been performed above 12 deg.: at such large angle, the
GMR cross section is very weak, compared to the giant
quadrupole resonance (GQR) cross section and it is del-
icate to extract a value of the GMR centroid since both
the GQR and the high energy background are important.
Hence the measurement was not optimal, especially when
looking for typical 500 keV effects. Therefore it would be
of particular interest to measure the GMR in 206Pb at 0
degree, allowing for a larger GMR cross section. Further-
more, there is no GMR data for 204 Pb. The accuracy
of future GMR measurement in 204,206Pb will be crucial.
Moreover, it should be mentioned that a somewhat lower
value for the GMR centroid of 208Pb has been found in
the RCNP experiment (13.5 ± 0.2 [24]), compared to the
Texas A&M one [22]: there is a current debate about the
reason such variations. An accurate experiment on Pb
isotopes, including 208Pb should also help to solve this
issue.
Another concern is related to the MEM effect. If this
effect is due to quadrupole correlations coming from the
flatness of the potential, as stated in Ref. [15], it is ex-
pected smaller in the Pb case than in the Tin one: 204,206
Pb are in the vicinity of a doubly magic nuclei and their
mean-field potentials are still sharp, allowing for a small
MEM effect. In the case of 112−124Sn nuclei, the poten-
tial is much flatter [25]: the 132Sn doubly magic nucleus
is several neutrons away on the nuclear chart. Therefore
the MEM effect is expected larger in the Sn case than in
the Pb one and it may be possible that only pairing ef-
fects play a role for the Pb isotopes, which are about 100
keV to 200 keV (solid line in Fig. 2): it is crucial that
future measurement are performed within this accuracy.
In the case of the interpretation of the MEM effect from
Ref. [15] is correct, taking it into account microscopically
would necessitate to predict the GMR with quadrupole
correlations due to the flatness of the mean-field potential
in the case of open-shell nuclei. We expect it to lower
the predicted GMR value, as stated above. Therefore,
the value K∞=230 MeV extracted from the analysis of
the 208Pb data should be correct, whereas the apparent
softness of open-shell nuclei like Tin, may be artificial
(K∞ typically 20 MeV lower), because the MEM effect
has not been included in all previous analyses.
IV. CONCLUSION
The GMR energy of open-shell Pb nuclei is predicted
significantly lower than in the case of 208Pb. This is re-
lated to 2 effects: pairing and mutually enhanced magic-
ity. These two effects may also be the explanation of
the apparent softness of Sn isotopes, compared to 208Pb.
The pairing effect is evaluated microscopically whereas
the MEM effect is evaluated phenomenologically, since
it is still not well characterised. A measurement of the
4GMR in 204Pb and 206Pb compatible with the present
predictions would solve this softness problem. It would
also mean that K∞ should not be determined by mea-
suring the GMR in a single nuclei such as 208Pb, but the
whole isotopic chain should be measured in order to pro-
vide a general view on the various effects on the GMR.
Additional theoretical investigations are called for in
order to predict the GMR including the mutually en-
hancement magicity effect in a microscopic way. This
would necessitate an ambitious microscopic approach,
trying to link QRPA and GCM approaches. Experi-
mentally, measurements of the GMR in unstable nuclei
should also help to investigate this issue [9].
Acknowledgements The author thanks M. Fujiwara
and U. Garg for fruitful discussions about this work.
[1] J. Li, G. Colo` and J. Meng, Phys. Rev. C78 (2008)
064304
[2] E. Khan, arXiv:0905.3335, accepted for publication in
Phys. Rev. C (2009)
[3] T. Li, U. Garg, Y. Liu, R. Marks, B.K. Nayak, P.V.
Madhusudhana Rao, M. Fujiwara, H. Hashimoto, K.
Kawase, K. Nakanishi, S. Okumura, M. Yosoi, M. Itoh,
M. Ichikawa, R. Matsuo, T. Terazono, M. Uchida, T.
Kawabata, H. Akimune, Y. Iwao, T. Murakami, H. Sak-
aguchi, S. Terashima, Y. Yasuda, J. Zenihiro, and M. N.
Harakeh, Phys. Rev. Lett. 99 (2007) 162503
[4] J. Piekarewicz, Phys. Rev. C76 (2007) 031301(R)
[5] N. Paar, P. Ring, T. Niksˇic´, D. Vretenar Phys. Rev. C67
(2003) 034312
[6] M. Harakeh, A. Van der Woude, Giant Resonances, Ox-
ford University Press (2001)
[7] G. Colo` and Nguyen Van Giai, Nucl. Phys. A731 (2004)
15
[8] D. Vretenar, T. Niksˇic´ and P. Ring, Phys. Rev. C68
(2003) 024310
[9] C. Monrozeau, E. Khan, Y. Blumenfeld, C.E. De-
monchy, W. Mittig, P. Roussel-Chomaz, D. Beaumel, M.
Caaman˜o, D. Cortina-Gil, J. P. Ebran, N. Frascaria, U.
Garg, M. Gelin, A. Gillibert, D. Gupta, N. Keeley, F.
Mare´chal, A. Obertelli, and J-A. Scarpaci, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 100 (2008) 042501
[10] U. Garg, COMEX3 conference, Mackinac Island (2009)
[11] E. Chabanat, P. Bonche, P. Haensel, J. Meyer, R. Scha-
effer, Nucl. Phys. A635 (1998) 231.
[12] J. Bartel, P. Quentin, M. Brack, C. Guet and H.-B.
H˚akansson, Nucl. Phys. A386 (1982) 79.
[13] N. Zeldes, T.S. Dumitrescu and H.S. Ko¨hler, Nucl. Phys.
A399 (1983) 11.
[14] D. Lunney, J.M. Pearson and C. Thibault, Rev. Mod.
Phys. 75, 1021 (2003)
[15] M. Bender, G.F. Bertsch and P.-H. Heenen, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 94 (2005) 102503
[16] L. Capelli, G. Colo` and J. Li, Phys. Rev. C79 (2009)
054329
[17] O. Bohigas, A.M. Lane and J. Martorell, Phys. Rep. 51
(1979) 267
[18] G. Colo`, N. Van Giai, J. Meyer, K. Bennaceur, P. Bonche,
Phys. Rev. C70 (2004) 024307
[19] D.J. Thouless, Nucl. Phys. 22 (1961) 78
[20] J. Dobaczewski, H. Flocard, J. Treiner, Nucl. Phys.
A422 (1984) 103
[21] M. Bender, P.-H. Heenen and P.-G. Reinhard, Rev. Mod.
Phys. 75, 121 (2003)
[22] D.H. Youngblood, Y.-W. Lui, H.L. Clark, B. John, Y.
Tokimoto and X. Chen, Phys. Rev. C69 (2004) 034315
[23] M.N. Harakeh, B. Van Heyst, K. Van der Borg, A. Van
der Woude, Nucl. Phys. A327 (1979) 373
[24] M. Uchida, H. Sakaguchi, M. Itoh, M. Yosoi, T. Kawa-
bata, H. Takeda, Y. Yasuda, T. Murakami, T. Ishikawa,
T.Taki, N. Tsukahara, S. Terashima, U. Garg, M. Hed-
den, B. Kharraja, M.Koss, B.K. Nayak, S.Zhu, M. Fuji-
wara, H. Fujimura, K. Hara, E. Obayashi, H.P. Yoshida,
H. Akimune, M.N. Harakeh, M.Volkerts, Phys. Lett.
B557 (2003) 12
[25] S. Hilaire, M. Girod, http://www-phynu.cea.fr/
science en ligne/carte potentiels microscopiques/
carte potentiel nucleaire.htm (2006)
